, Moral politics. How liberals and conservative think. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press) presents the Theory of Moral Politics (TMR), as based in the roles of metaphor in moral thinking in American Politics. Two distinct methods of data analysis, one social-psychological and one cognitive-linguistic, have been employed to empirically test Lakoff's assertions on moral reasoning, but have yielded different results. We applied both methods to the same corpus of speeches to determine whether they would yield similar results and could thus be considered to be equally appropriate ways of testing the presence of moral language. We show that the method affects what sort of conclusion can be drawn from research. Consequently, when testing TMR, we recommend that the corpus-linguistic method used is critically evaluated.
Introduction
to uncover how they can reflect conventionalized ways of thinking about one domain in terms of another. Lakoff and Johnson (1980) introduced Conceptual Metaphor Theory (CMT), which posits that metaphors are not only pervasive in our everyday language (linguistic metaphors) but also in our thoughts and acts (conceptual metaphors). CMT proposes that our conceptual system is metaphorical in nature and that we understand many, typically more abstract concepts in terms of other, typically more concrete concepts.
One domain in which metaphor is thought to be of great importance is moral thinking about politics (Charteris-Black and Musolff 2003; Lakoff 2002 Lakoff [1996 ; Semino 2008) . For this domain, Lakoff 2002 Lakoff [1996 presented the Theory of Moral Reasoning (TMR), which proposes which conceptual metaphors conservatives and liberals use when thinking about political issues. TMR suggests that both conservatives and liberals think metaphorically of the state as a family, with the government fulfilling the role of a parent and the general public the role of its children. However, TMR also argues that conservatives and liberals have very different conceptions of what constitutes the ideal family. These different family ideals each come with their own subsets of metaphors for morality, and in turn, these sets of metaphors for family-based morality lead to diverging perspectives on many political issues such as abortion, welfare programs, and crime.
According to TMR, the conservative worldview centers around the Strict Father model, in which the conceptual moral metaphor Moral Strength is the core value. In this model, the father is at the head of the family and the children are raised to be self-disciplined and self-reliant by setting strict rules and implementing punishment when rules are not being followed. When abstracted to the level of politics, Strict Father morality postulates that government must enforce rule of law, and protect its citizen-children from external sources of evil. However, it must not interfere too much with the day-to-day lives of its citizenchildren, since self-discipline and self-reliance are considered as requirements to be morally strong, and thus ultimately successful. This translates to policies like fixed-percentage income tax, capital punishment, and policies that support and sustain the free market economy.
The liberal worldview, by contrast, centers around the Nurturant Parent model, in which the conceptual moral metaphor Morality as Empathy is prioritized. In this model, parents and their children are equals, and children are raised to be compassionate and to have respect for others through nurturance and open communication. When abstracted to the level of politics, Nurturant Parent morality presumes the government is responsible for the well-being of its citizen-children and should be caring and involved. This translates to policies like progressive income tax, welfare programs, and environmental restrictions.
Even though proven to be popular, TMR has also received some critique. One point of criticism addressed by a number of studies is the relatively small amount of empirical support that Lakoff presents to support his theory (e. g. Bar-Lev 2007; Ohl et al. 2013) . Accordingly, several studies (e. g. Cienki 2005; Deason and Gonzales 2012; Moses and Gonzales 2015; Ohl et al. 2013; Wolters 2012) have examined political discourse to test Lakoff's assertions on moral reasoning. However, at least two distinct annotation schemes have been used to answer these questions; while social-psychological scholars have identified any expression that could be considered an example of one of the two models, without considering the metaphoricity of the expression (Deason and Gonzales 2012; Moses and Gonzales 2015; Ohl et al. 2013) , cognitive-linguistic scholars have analyzed texts to find metaphorical language that could be ascribed to one of the two models (Cienki 2005; Wolters 2012 ). These different studies yielded diverging results. Some came to the conclusion that conservatives indeed use more Strict Father language than liberals, and liberals use more Nurturant Parent language than conservatives (Cienki 2005; Moses and Gonzales 2015) . Another study, however, found that both conservatives and liberals use more Strict Father language when talking about one issue, and more Nurturant Parent language when talking about some other issue (Wolters 2012) . Considering these diverging results, the question arises whether these results are due to the different corpora used for the different studies, or to the fact that the different studies used different annotation schemes. The latter would imply that the various annotation schemes are not all equally appropriate ways for identifying moral language in political speeches.
In order to answer this question, this study compares one annotation scheme based on the social-psychological approach (Moses and Gonzales 2015) to one annotation scheme with a cognitive-linguistic approach (Wolters 2012) by applying them to the same corpus of twenty speeches, ten of which were delivered by George W. Bush and ten of which were delivered by Barack Obama. The results of the two annotation schemes are compared to determine whether they yield similar results and could thus be considered to be equally appropriate ways of testing the presence of moral language according to TMR.
Empirical studies with a social-psychological approach
First, various studies used a social-psychological approach to identify language that could be ascribed to either the Strict Father or the Nurturant Parent model (e. g. Deason and Gonzales 2012; Moses and Gonzales 2015; Ohl et al. 2013) . In these social-psychological studies, any expression that could be considered an example of the Strict Father or Nurturant Parent models was identified, without considering its metaphoricity. However, CMT proposes that conceptual metaphors are reflected in language through linguistic metaphors. The socialpsychological approach thus raises the question whether metaphors in thought can be reflected by non-metaphorical expressions in language. According to cognitive linguist Cienki (2005) , non-metaphorical expressions should indeed reflect the broader, nonpropositional logic of the proposed models for morality, and could therefore either offer support or contradict the idea that conservatives and liberals think in terms of these models.
These social-psychological studies first construed a list of Strict Father and Nurturant Parent categories based on Lakoff's (2002 Lakoff's ( [1996 ) description of the two models, but they did so in slightly different ways. Deason and Gonzales (2012) generated a classification system based on the descriptions of the two family models and the moral metaphors by Lakoff (2002 Lakoff ( [1996 ), and modified this scheme based on free responses which were obtained in a previous study in which participants described the characteristics of the ideal family and the ideal government (Deason et al. 2008 Moses and Gonzales (2015) based their taxonomy on the descriptions of the two moral-metaphorical frameworks that follow from the conceptions of the two family models. Their taxonomy comprises a number of subordinate metaphors such as Moral Strength and Morality as Nurturance, and a number of subcategories subsumed under each general orientation, such as discipline, competition, cooperation and taking care of others, which resulted in eight Strict Father categories and six Nurturant Parent categories. These studies thus did not use the categories as described by Lakoff (2002 Lakoff ( [1996 ).
Furthermore, when we compare the categories of the three studies to each other, we see that their taxonomies do not correspond one-to-one. All three used different labels for their categories, and also gave them different descriptions. Furthermore, the studies used different numbers of categories and subcategories, so what is captured within one category in one study is captured within three different categories in another study. However, all three studies have at least one category concerning Morality as Strength, and one concerning Morality as Nurturance.
The analytical procedures as applied by Deason and Gonzales (2012) and Moses and Gonzales (2015) are more or less similar. In both studies, the corpora were divided into either "phrases, clauses, or whole sentences as units of analysis, all of which were held to express a single complete thought" (Deason and Gonzales 2012: 258; Moses and Gonzales 2015: 383) . Each unit of analysis was then coded for the presence of linguistic instantiations captured by the Strict Father and Nurturant Parent taxonomies. The data analyzed by Deason and Gonzales (2012) consisted of written transcripts of the speeches at National Conventions of Democrats Barack Obama and Joe Biden, and Republicans John McCain and Sarah Palin. Moses and Gonzales (2015) studied written transcripts of 202 presidential campaign advertisements. Ohl et al. (2013) applied a different coding method. In this study, complete presidential campaign advertisements were coded for the presence of each of the sixteen categories that they distinguish. Nevertheless, these studies are all similar in the fact that they do not consider the metaphoricity of expressions in texts.
The number of expressions representing the Strict Father or Nurturant Parent models found in these studies was relatively high. The results, however, differed between the studies. Deason and Gonzales (2012) found that Democrats used significantly more expressions belonging to Nurturant Parent themes than Republicans, but Republicans did not significantly use more Strict Father themes than Democrats. Furthermore, while Democrats used twice as many Nurturant Parent expressions than Strict Father utterances, Republicans used similar numbers of expressions belonging to the Strict Father model as to the Nurturant Parent model. The results of Ohl et al.'s (2013) and Moses and Gonzales' (2015) studies show almost the opposite. Ohl et al. (2013) found that that Republicans outpace Democrats in their overall use of moral reasoning. Furthermore, while Republicans made significantly more use of Strict Father expressions than Democrats, Democrats did not significantly make more use of Nurturant Parent expressions than Republicans. Moses and Gonzales' (2015) study showed that Republicans used more language belonging to the Strict Father model, and that Democrats used more Nurturant Parent language. However, Republicans made almost no use of the Nurturant Parent paradigm, while Democrats used a fair amount of Strict Father expressions.
Empirical studies with a cognitive-linguistic approach
Second, a number of cognitive-linguistic scholars applied annotation schemes that differed from those of the social-psychological scholars (e. g. Cienki 2005; Wolters 2012 ). In these studies, texts were examined for the presence of metaphorical language reflecting the conceptual metaphors for morality as described by Lakoff (2002 Lakoff ( [1996 ). Cienki (2005) made a compilation of the metaphors listed in Moral Politics, in which Lakoff (2002 Lakoff ( [1996 ) outlines the Strict Father and Nurturant Parent models. Subsequently, Cienki (2005) analyzed written transcripts of three 90-minute televised debates between George W. Bush and Al Gore, from the October 2000 Presidential elections. Cienki (2005) coded for the presence of words and phrases that were deemed to express any of the metaphors present in the compilation. In particular, he focused on terms used in the debates that could be related to any of the source domains present in the list of metaphors for morality, and which were deemed to be used to talk about the relevant target domains, and on this basis expressions were classified as either Strict Father or Nurturant Parent expressions. However, since this study was conducted in 2005, a systematic and reliable method for the identification for linguistic metaphors such as the Metaphor Identification Procedure (MIP) (Pragglejaz Group 2007) or the Metaphor Identification Procedure -Vrije Universiteit (MIPVU) (Steen et al. 2010) did not yet exist, nor did Cienki (2005) explicitly state how he decided whether an expression was considered to be metaphorical or not. Furthermore, Cienki (2005) did not use one consistent unit of analysis and marked expressions ranging in length from individual words to syntactic phrases on or below sentence level.
Wolters (2012) applied a different method for the identification of metaphorical expressions reflecting the conceptual metaphors for morality as described by Lakoff (2002 Lakoff ( [1996 ). He analyzed a corpus comprising ten speeches given by George W. Bush and ten by Barack Obama, half of which were on Health Care and the other half on the war in Iraq by selecting a number of representative nouns, verbs, and adjectives for each of the eight prioritized metaphors for morality per family model as described by Lakoff (2002 Lakoff ( [1996 ). Thus, for the metaphor Moral Strength, Wolters (2012) compiled a list of nouns, verbs, and adjectives related to the source domain strength, such as stability, to strengthen, and courageous. For the metaphor Morality as Nurturance, Wolters (2012) compiled a similar list with lexical items reflecting the source domain nurturance, including harbor, to attend to, and to serve. In this way, Wolters (2012) follows Koller (2008) , who used this technique for studying two corpora consisting of articles on marketing and sales, and mergers and acquisition, by selecting a number of lexical items representing dominant conceptual metaphors in economic discourse. Next, Wolters (2012) used the MIPVU procedure (Steen et al. 2010) to decide whether the instances of the listed lexical items in his corpus were used metaphorically or not. Lastly, Wolters (2012) decided for the metaphorically used lexical items whether they pertained to morality or not. However, Wolters (2012) only gives some examples of expressions thought to refer to morality and some that did not, and does not explicate how he defines morality or how he decided whether an expression refers to morality.
Both Cienki (2005) and Wolters (2012) found only a small number of metaphorical expressions that could be ascribed to either the Strict Father or the Nurturant parent model, and their results diverge. Cienki's (2005) results showed that George W. Bush did indeed use more metaphorical expressions belonging to the Strict Father model than to the Nurturant Parent model, and Al Gore used more Nurturant Parent metaphorical expressions, just as predicted. Wolters (2012) , by contrast, found that within the topic of Health Care both George W. Bush and Barack Obama used more expressions belonging to the Strict Father model than the Nurturant Parent model, while within the topic of the war in Iraq both presidents used more expressions belonging to the Nurturant Parent than to the Strict Father model. Hence, Wolters (2012) concluded that there is no correlation between president and metaphoricity based on the Strict Father of Nurturant Parent model, but that there is instead a correlation between topic of speech and morality model.
Current study
Given the different annotation schemes and the diverging outcomes of the different studies, it remains to be seen whether the two different ways of data coding actually both measure the same concepts from TMR. Therefore, the current study compares one annotation scheme from each approach to each other, by applying them to the same corpus of speeches, to test whether they yield comparable results. When generating congruent results, both annotation schemes are supposedly equally suitable ways for measuring the presence of moral language belonging to either the Strict Father or Nurturant Parent model in authentic political discourse. Thus, this study answers the question whether the social-psychological and cognitive-linguistic annotation schemes yield similar or divergent results when applied to the same corpus of political speeches, and can consequently be considered to be equally appropriate ways of testing the presence of moral language in political discourse.
Methods

Data
The data used for this study has been selected and analyzed by Wolters (2012) . He chose these speeches because of the relevance of their topics to US politics, and because he assumed that these two topics would invoke a high level of morality, and thus moral language due to their highly value-laden character. The data was used again for this study, since the goal of this study is to compare two different annotation schemes aimed at identifying moral language in political discourse. Besides, Wolters (2012) did not explain how he decided whether a metaphorical expression referred to morality, which is an aspect that we improved upon in this study.
The data comprises twenty speeches. Ten of these speeches were given by George W. Bush, of which five were on Health Care and five on the war in Iraq. The other ten speeches were delivered by Barack Obama, and again half of these speeches were on Health Care and the other half on the war in Iraq. All speeches were delivered between the years 2001 and 2010. It should be noted that not all of the ten speeches delivered by Obama are from his time as President of the United States. Some of them were delivered when Obama was still a Senator for the state of Illinois.
The total corpus comprises approximately 60,000 words. This number of words is more or less evenly divided over the four sets of speeches. Thus, the five speeches on Health Care by Obama and by Bush each comprise approximately 15,000 words, as do the five speeches on the war in Iraq by either president. Table 1 gives an overview of the exact number of words per sub-corpus.
As Wolters (2012) notes, speeches are often not written by the person delivering the speech, and do thus not necessarily represent the thoughts and beliefs of only the speaker with regard to the issue in question. However, even though the speeches might have been written by others than Bush or Obama 
Method 1: A social-psychological approach to data coding
The social-psychological annotation scheme applied to the corpus is based on the one as used by Moses and Gonzales (2015) . This annotation scheme is considered most appropriate for the purpose of this study because of two main reasons. First, of the three studies, their taxonomy stays closest to the descriptions of the two models as given by Lakoff (2002 Lakoff ( [1996 ), especially compared to the study of Deason and Gonzales (2012) who supplemented their coding taxonomy with input from participants in a previous study. Second, Ohl et al. (2013) used complete advertisements as units of analysis, and their coding taxonomy is adjusted accordingly. Therefore, the annotation scheme of Moses and Gonzales (2015) is also better suited for comparison than that of Ohl et al. (2013) . In order to improve reliability, some adjustments were made to the original annotation scheme as presented by Moses and Gonzales (2015) . First, Moses and Gonzales (2015: 383) defined the unit of analysis as "phrases, clauses, or whole sentences that expressed a single complete thought (text elements)". This method for dividing a text into units of analysis proved to be problematic due to the lack of a straightforward operationalization. Therefore, the unit of analysis is here defined as a discourse unit, where restrictive clauses belong to the main sentence as a dependent clause and together they form one unit of analysis, while expanding clauses are treated as independent units of analysis (following Steen 2005) . Two coders applied this method for dividing a corpus into units of analysis to a subsection of the data in order to assess whether they would do so in a similar way. In 199 instances the two coders agreed on the division of the texts into separate units of analysis. In eight instances the first coder divided the text into separate units of analysis while the second coder did not, and in ten instances the second coder separated the texts into different units of analysis where the first coder did not. The margin of error is less than 10 % and thus this method of dividing a text into units of analysis is considered reliable.
As for coding the units of analysis into moral political categories, Moses and Gonzales (2015) based their taxonomy for the Strict Father and Nurturant Parent categories on Lakoff's (2002 Lakoff's ( [1996 ) descriptions of the two moral frameworks belonging to the two different family models. The Strict Father categories that Moses and Gonzales (2015) However, from the descriptions of the various categories as given by Moses and Gonzales (2015) , it is not evident how they determined whether a unit of analysis was an expression of Moral Politics and how one of the Strict Father or Nurturant Parent categories could subsequently be assigned to the relevant units of analysis. They gave a handful of examples and these suggest that they did not only annotate utterances referring to Moral Politics, but any expression that could somehow be explained by TMR. For instance, they use the following utterance as an example of the Nurturant Parent category Openness: With new ideas to make life better. However, in this example it is not stated that new ideas are moral imperatives in order for life to get better, it only implies that new ideas will be used to make life better. To solve this issue, some adjustments were made, and the following steps were added.
First, for each unit of analysis, we determined whether it addresses a political topic or not. An utterance is considered to be political when addressing an issue that is on the public agenda, and that involves a considerable number of individuals within a society. An example of such an expression is the following sentence uttered by Barack Obama in a speech on Health Care: Now, the proposal I put forward gives Americans more control over their health insurance and their health care by holding insurance companies more accountable. In this utterance, Obama talks about a topic that is on the public agenda (i. e. health insurance), and that concerns the American people. The next sentence, coming from a speech given by Bush on the war in Iraq, is an example of an utterance that does not refer to a political topic: Thank you for that very gracious and warm Cincinnati welcome. In this example, Bush thanks his audience, and he is thus not addressing a topic that is on the public agenda, or that concerns a considerable number of people in society. To assess reliability, a second coder coded a sub-corpus comprising 300 units of analysis. This resulted in a Cohen's Kappa of 0.63 ("substantial agreement"; Landis and Koch 1977) .
Second, for the units of analysis that were deemed to refer to politics, we decided whether these particular units of analysis were an expression of morality or not. An expression is considered moral when referring to conceptions of right or wrong behavior, and good or bad actions or characteristics of people or governments. These utterances can be either descriptive or evaluative. An example of an expression referring to moral politics is the following sentence from a speech on Health Care, given by Bush: Just as we addressed discrimination based on race, we must now prevent discrimination based on genetic information. In this utterance, Bush addresses a form of behavior that he believes to be wrong. An utterance referring to politics that is not considered to be moral is the following example from a speech on the war in Iraq, given by Obama: To understand where we need to go in Iraq, it is important for the American people to understand where we now stand. In this example, Obama talks about what sort of action is needed to achieve a certain goal, not about what kind of behavior is right or wrong. To determine intercoder-reliability for this step, the second coder coded a subcorpus of 200 units of analysis. Cohen's Kappa was 0.67 ("substantial agreement"; Landis and Koch 1977) .
If a unit of analysis refers to a political topic and is also coded as a moral expression, then the unit of analysis is considered an expression of Moral Politics, and can be further analyzed according to the taxonomy of Moses and Gonzales (2015) . Thus, subsequently, each of the expressions that refers to a political topic and is considered to be a moral expression was assigned one, none, or several of the Strict Father or Nurturant Parent categories as formulated by Moses and Gonzales (2015) . 1 For further calculations and interpretations, it was only taken into account whether an expression could be subsumed under the Strict Father and/ or the Nurturant Parent models, irrespective of the precise categories that were assigned to an utterance. Intercoder-reliability was calculated for expressions that were considered to be subsumed under the Strict Father model and for expressions that were considered to be subsumed under the Nurturant Parent model separately. The Cohen's Kappa for the Strict Father coding was 0.86 ("almost perfect agreement", Landis and Koch 1977) , and for the Nurturant Parent coding it was 0.70 ("substantial agreement", Landis and Koch 1977) . The two sub-corpora coded by the second coder to determine the intercoder-reliability both comprised 200 units of analysis.
Another adjustment that was made is that the Moses and Gonzales' (2015) categories Other SF ideas and Other NP ideas were omitted, since no explicit description of what these two categories constituted was given. Lastly, the term "uncodeable" was changed into "unrelated" to avoid confusion as to whether the annotation scheme is indecisive with regard to the units of analysis in question or whether the unit of analysis in question is not considered to be an expression of Moral Politics.
Method 2: A cognitive-linguistic approach to data coding
The second annotation scheme that was adopted for the analysis of the corpus was the one as applied by Wolters (2012) , which was based on a technique of corpus analysis used by Koller (2008) and on the MIPVU procedure (Steen et al. 2010) for the analysis of linguistic metaphors. This annotation scheme was chosen over the annotation scheme of Cienki because Wolters' " Without American leadership, these threats will fester." (Obama) SF: Tough love Hardship and failure as "tough love" are good for people; too much help harms people.
-SF: Self-Reliance Advocating personal responsibility and independence rather than government intervention.
"America has wisely resisted efforts to place medicine and health care into the hands of central planners." (Bush) method of metaphor identification, MIPVU (Steen et al. 2010) , is clear-cut and its reliability has been substantially tested, while Cienki's method for metaphor identification is not clearly described and thus not as easily replicable as Wolters' method. Just like the social-psychological annotation scheme, this annotation scheme was also slightly adjusted to make it more reliable than the original annotation scheme as applied by Wolters (2012) . For both the Strict Father and the Nurturant Parent model, Wolters (2012) identified the eight prioritized conceptual metaphors for morality as described by Lakoff (2002 Lakoff ( [1996 "That large-heartednessthat concern and regard for the plight of othersis not a partisan feeling." Following the example of Koller (2008) , Wolters then identified a number of representative lemmas and lexemes, henceforward referred to as lexical items, for each of the source domains of these prioritized conceptual metaphors for morality of the two models. The lexical items that Wolters (2012) chose were all taken from Lakoff's book Moral Politics (2002 [1996 ), and from a study concerning TMR by Cienki (2005) . The total number of lexical item types that represented the Strict Father Moral categories was 91, of which 40 were nouns, 26 verbs, and 25 adjectives. The total number of lexical item types representing the Nurturant Parent Moral categories was 94, of which 40 were nouns, 40 verbs, and 14 adjectives.
Next, The MIPVU procedure (Steen et al. 2010 ) was applied to all tokens of the listed lexical items in the corpus to decide whether the lexical units in question were used metaphorically or not (Cohen's Kappa = 0.68, "substantial agreement"; Landis and Koch 1977) . A detailed description of how MIPVU is to be applied can be found in A Method for Linguistic Metaphor Identification: From MIP to MIPVU (Steen et al. 2010 ).
The last step in Wolters' (2012) annotation scheme concerns the decision whether the target domain of the metaphorically used lexical units is morality or not. However, Wolters (2012) does not explain how he made this decision. He gives a number of examples from the corpus that he considers instances of metaphorically used lexical items with morality as target domain, and a number that do not have morality as a target domain, but he does not provide any instructions on which he based these decisions. In order to solve this issue, the same solution as presented for method 1 was applied to this annotation scheme. This means that the metaphorically used lexical items that occur in the units of analysis that was annotated as being expressions of Moral Politics in method 1 are considered as expressions in which morality is the target domain of the metaphorical expression, and are thus representative for the moral priority in question. The Cohen's Kappa's for the two steps taken to decide whether an expression was referring to Moral Politics was 0.63 ("substantial agreement", Landis and Koch 1977) for determining whether an utterance was about politics, and 0.67 for determining whether an expression referred to morality ("substantial agreement", Landis and Koch 1977) . 2 Because of the adjustments made to the cognitive-linguistic annotation scheme, the results yielded by this study differ from those of Wolters (2012). 
Results
Results: Method 1
Following Moses and Gonzales' (2015) annotation scheme, the twenty speeches delivered by Bush and Obama contained a considerable number of discourse units that could be ascribed to one of the two moral political models described by Lakoff (2002 Lakoff ( [1996 Table 6 ). In order to test whether one president used more Strict Father and Nurturant Parent language than the other, we compared the two presidents in a series of chi-square tests. Besides, because including effect sizes is a necessary practice to determine the impact of the results found (e. g. Kotrlik and Williams 2003) , we used the Odds Ratio as effect size metric.
Overall, we found no significant relation between President and the use of Strict Father expressions (odds ratio = 1.12, 95 %CI = [0.98, 1.29], χ² (1) = 2.70, p = 0.10), but we did find a significant relation between President and the use of Nurturant Parent expressions: based on the odds ratio, the odds of Obama using a Nurturant Parent expression was 1.36 times (95 %CI = [1.18, 1.57]) larger than Bush (χ² (1) = 17.54, p < 0.05). Within the speeches on the war in Iraq, we found a significant relation between President and the use of Strict Father expressions: based on the odds ratio, the odds of Obama using a Strict Father expression was 1.22 times (95 % CI = [1.02, 1.45]) larger than Bush (χ² (1) = 4.85, p < 0.05). We also found a significant relation between President and the use of Nurturant Parent expressions: based on the odds ratio, the odds of Obama using a Nurturant Parent expression was 1.36 times (95 %CI = [1.10, 1.67]) larger than Bush (χ² (1) = 8.23, p < 0.05). As for the topic of Health Care, we found no significant relation between President and the use of Strict Father expressions (odds ratio = 1.22, 95 %CI = [0.94, 1.59], χ² (1) = 2.34, p = 0.13), but we did find a significant relation between President and the use of Nurturant Parent expressions: based on the odds ratio, the odds of Obama using a Nurturant Parent expression was 1.36 times (95 %CI = [1.11, 1.66] larger than Bush (χ² (1) = 9.09, p < 0.05). Table 7 shows an overview of the numbers of metaphorical lexical items reflecting the Strict Father and Nurturant Parent models in the speeches by Bush and Obama on the Iraq War and on Health Care.
Results: Method 2
In the speeches delivered by Bush, the total number of lexical items that potentially reflect the Strict Father or Nurturant Parent metaphorical moral systems that were found by applying the cognitive-linguistic annotation scheme as constructed by Wolters (2012) is 509. This means that 1.75 % of the total number of lexical items present in the speeches of Bush are lexical items that Wolters (2012) listed as potentially reflecting the moral metaphors of the Strict Father or the Nurturant Parent models as described by Lakoff (2002 Lakoff ( [1996 ). Just as for the first annotation scheme, a series of chi-square tests were conducted, and odds ratios were calculated, to test whether Bush used a similar or different amount of moral language than Obama. Overall, we found no significant relation between President and the use of Strict Father expressions (odds ratio = 1.03, 95 %CI [0.78, 1.35], χ² (1) = 0.04, p = 0.85), nor a significant relation between President and the use of Nurturant Parent expressions (odds ratio = 1.12, 95 %CI = [0.85, 1.49], χ² (1) = 0.65, p = 0.42).
For the speeches on the topic of the war in Iraq, we also found no significant relation between President and the use of Strict Father expressions (odds ratio = 1.11, 95 %CI = [0.81, 1.50], χ² (1) = 0.40, p = 0.53), and no significant relation between President and the use of Nurturant Parent expressions (odds ratio = 1.38, 95 %CI [0.98, 1.94], χ² (1) = 3.50, p = 0.06). Within the speeches on Health Care, we found no significant relation between President and the use of Strict Father expressions (odds ratio = 1.22, 95 %CI [0.67, 2.23], χ² (1) = 0.41, p = 0.52), but we did find a significant relation between President and the use of Nurturant Parent expressions: based on the odds ratio, the odds of Bush using a Nurturant Parent expression was 2.87 times (95 %CI = [1.63, 5.07]), larger than Obama (χ² (1) = 14,52, p < 0.05).
Results: Method 1 and 2 compared
Although the two distinct methods under study are both aimed at empirically testing TMR by analyzing political discourse, and would thus ideally lead to similar results, they yielded diverging results, when applied to the same corpus.
First, when analyzing the complete set of speeches, the results of the socialpsychological approach to data analysis shows that Obama and Bush used a similar number of expressions belonging to the Strict Father model, but that Obama used more Nurturant Parent language than Bush (odds ratio = 1.36, 95 % CI = [1.18, 1.57], χ² (1) = 17.54, p < 0.05).
The results of the cognitive-linguistic approach, however, indicate that Bush and Obama used a similar number of lexical items ascribed to the Strict Father model as well as a similar number of lexical items belonging to the Nurturant Parent model.
The two methods also yield diverging results when considering the two topics of the speeches separately. As for the speeches on the war in Iraq, the results of the social-psychological method show that Obama used more expressions belonging to the Strict Father model (odds ratio = 1.22, 95 %CI = [1.02, 1.45], χ² (1) = 4.85, p < 0.05) as well as to the Nurturant Parent model (odds ratio = 1.36, 95 %CI = [1.10, 1.67], χ² (1) = 8.23, p < 0.05) than Bush. Divergently, the cognitive-linguistic method indicates that Bush and Obama used a similar number of expressions subsumed under the Strict Father model, as well as under the Nurturant Parent model.
Lastly, when considering the speeches on Health Care, the results of the two methods both indicate that Bush and Obama use a similar number of expressions subsumed under the Strict Father model. However, they yield diverging results regarding the use of Nurturant Parent language. The social-psychological method finds that Obama used more Nurturant Parent language than Bush (odds ratio = 1.36, 95 %CI = [1.11, 1.66] χ² (1) = 9.09, p < 0.05), while the cognitive-linguistic method contrastingly finds that Bush used more expressions ascribed to the Nurturant Parent model than Obama (odds ratio = 2.87, 95 %CI = [1.63, 5.07], χ² (1) = 14,52, p < 0.05).
To conclude, although we find some similarities in the results yielded by applying the two distinct methods of data analysis to the same corpus, we also find a considerable number of differences. Table 8 gives a summary of the statistical results obtained by applying the social-psychological method and the cognitivelinguistic method to the corpus of political speeches. This implies that although the two methods of data analysis are both aimed at empirically testing TMR by analyzing political discourse, they do not equivalently measure this phenomenon.
Discussion and conclusion
This study set out to compare two divergent annotation schemes for testing TMR in order to find out whether they would yield similar results when being applied to the same corpus, and whether they could thus be considered to be equally appropriate ways of testing this theory. This is relevant since both annotation schemes claim to measure the same phenomenon, and they should therefore yield comparable results with regard to whether Bush and Obama use similar or different amounts of Strict Father or Nurturant Parent language. The social-psychological approach to data analysis identified any expression that could be considered an example of one of the two models, without considering the metaphoricity of an expression (Mosses and Gonzales 2015) . In contrast, the cognitive-linguistic annotation scheme focused on finding metaphorical expressions that could be ascribed to one of the two political moral models (Wolters 2012) . The two annotation schemes were applied to the same corpus, which comprised twenty speeches. Ten of these speeches were delivered by George W. Bush, and the other ten by Barack Obama. Half of the speeches were on the topic of Health Care, the other half on the war in Iraq. This study shows that conclusions based on methods such as discussed in this paper should be treated with caution, because the results from this study indicate that the two distinct methods of data coding under study generated diverging results, which implies that the two methods are thus not equally appropriate ways of identifying moral language in political discourse. We find a number of differences and complications concerning the two methods, which are possible explanations for the diverging results.
The first difference is that Moses and Gonzales (2015) identified any expression that could be explained by the Strict Father or Nurturant Parent models without considering metaphoricity of the expression, while Wolters (2012) only identified metaphorical expressions reflecting the conceptual metaphors for morality belonging to either the Strict Father or Nurturant Parent model. This would not necessarily be problematic if non-metaphorical language would in fact reflect the logic of the two politically moral models in a comparable way to metaphorical language (Cienki 2005) . However, since the results of the two annotation schemes are diverging, this does not seem to be the case. Since the cognitive models as described by Lakoff (2002 Lakoff ( [1996 ) are metaphorical by nature, and CMT posits that conceptual metaphors are reflected by metaphorical expressions in language, studies aimed at identifying moral language in political discourse following the hypotheses of TMR should focus on metaphorical language, and not expand beyond these.
However, it is surprising how many discourse units in our corpus are moral statements, while the number of relevant metaphorical lexical items that we found is very small. This might be due to the fact that Wolters (2012) only considered a limited number of lexical items, and we therefore did not identify all possibly relevant metaphorical Strict Father or Nurturant Parent lexical items in our corpus. It could thus be that in the discourse units that were identified as either Strict Father or Nurturant Parent language by the social-psychological approach, other relevant metaphorical items were present, but that they were not identified since Wolters did not take them up in his list of relevant lexical items. A check of the data reveals that there are indeed a number of other lexical items that could be relevant to TMR. A few examples of metaphorically used lexical items that could be relevant for the Strict Father morality model that were found in the speeches are relief (when referring to taxes), to guard, firm, straight, and healthy. There were also some metaphorically lexical items found that could reflect the Nurturant Parent model, such as to stand, to lend (a hand), and to bear. Nevertheless, it remains questionable whether there are many more of these examples, especially since Cienki (2005) also only found a small number of metaphorical expressions directly reflecting the central Strict Father and Nurturant Parent metaphors.
The paucity of metaphorical lexical items referring to morality raises the question whether there is not a better way to explain the moral differences between conservatives and liberals than through a metaphorical model. In order to answer this question, future research into TMR should not limit itself to a selection of possibly relevant lexical units, but identify all possibly relevant metaphorical expressions. This way, a better estimation of the number of relevant metaphorical expressions can be obtained.
The second difference between the two annotation schemes concerns the categories that the coding taxonomies of the two studies comprised. Lakoff (2002 Lakoff ( [1996 ) considered eight prioritized metaphors for morality for each of the two family models. Moses and Gonzales (2015) comprised a number of these prioritized metaphors for morality and a number of subcategories, resulting in eight Strict Father categories and six Nurturant Parent categories. Contrarily, Wolters' (2012) coding taxonomy consisted of the eight prioritized metaphors for morality for each of the two models as described by Lakoff (2002 Lakoff ( [1996 ). The two methods only correspond on three categories, namely the two Strict Father categories Moral Strength and Moral Authority, and the Nurturant Parent category Morality as Nurturance. Moses and Gonzales (2015) thus left out six of the superordinate categories belonging to the Strict Father model, and seven belonging to the Nurturant Parent model.
The fact that Moses and Gonzales (2015) did not consider all eight prioritized categories as described by Lakoff (2002 Lakoff ( [1996 ) might have influenced the number of expressions that were identified to be reflections of the Strict Father and Nurturant Parent models. Various expressions have perhaps not been coded as belonging to one of the two models because they belong to a category that is not represented in Moses and Gonzales' (2015) taxonomy. This could also have had its' influence on the results found with regard to the comparability of the two presidents and their use of Strict Father and Nurturant Parent language, and to the comparability of the two annotation schemes. A preliminary check of the data shows that there are indeed a number of discourse units that have not been coded as belonging to either the Strict Father or Nurturant Parent model, while they are in fact reflections of one of the categories that were not included by Moses and Gonzales (2015) . The utterance There ought to be transparency in medicine for example, is an instance of the Strict Father category Moral Purity, because the word transparency is part of Wolters' (2012) list of relevant lexical items for this Strict Father category. Another example is the utterance And that way, you begin to make sure the tax code is a level playing-field, which is an instance of the Nurturant Parent category Morality as Fair Distribution. The online Macmillan dictionary gives the following description for the word level playing-field: "A situation that is fair for all the people involved". With this utterance the speaker shows he feels that the tax code should be fair for all American citizens. The annotation scheme as presented by Moses and Gonzales (2015) thus does not identify all relevant discourse units referring to the Strict Father or Nurturant Parent models. Their annotation scheme is selective in nature, since they only considered a selection of the categories relevant to the Strict Father and Nurturant Parent models as presented by Lakoff (2002 Lakoff ( [1996 ). In order to be able to identify all relevant discourse units, future research should include all categories as described by Lakoff (2002 Lakoff ( [1996 ).
Besides these main differences between the two annotation schemes, there is another issue to consider, and that is the lack of clear guidelines in their taxonomies. The combination of superordinate categories with the subcategories in the social-psychological approach made it difficult to distinguish between a number of categories such as Morality as Strength and Morality as Self-Discipline or Morality as Nurturance and Responsibility for Others, especially since the categories were not very well defined or made distinct from each other. In addition, both the social-psychological and the cognitive-linguistic annotation scheme did not explicitly define and operationalize morality or what a moral expression constitutes. In trying to solve this issue, we added the steps of deciding whether a discourse unit was referring to politics and morality, and subsequently, whether it could be coded for belonging to the Strict Father or Nurturant Parent model. Since Moses and Gonzales (2015) , and Wolters (2012) did not define or operationalize the concept morality in their studies, it is impossible to say how our definition and operationalization differs from theirs, and how this consequently might have led to different results. With regard to transparency of methodology, consistency of coding, and replicability of research, we suggest that future research into TMR gives a definition and operationalization of key concepts such as morality.
When we consider the results yielded by the two distinct annotation schemes, another observation can be made: both the results from the socialpsychological and the cognitive-linguistic annotation scheme do not offer strong support for Lakoff's assumptions with regard to moral reasoning in American politics. The results of the social-psychological annotation scheme do indicate that Obama used more Nurturant Parent language than Bush. However, based on the odds ratio, the odds of Obama using a Nurturant Parent expression is only 1.36 times larger than Bush. Furthermore, the results of this annotation scheme indicate that Bush does not use more Strict Father language than Obama. Within the speeches on the war in Iraq, the odds of Obama using a Strict Father expression was even 1.22 times larger than Bush. The results of the cognitive-linguistic annotation scheme suggest that political party (Republican vs Democratic President) has no impact on the President's use of Strict Father or Nurturant Parent language. It could, however, be that the genre of political speeches does not lend itself to too strong an emphasis on one of the two models, because a politician needs to appeal to a broader, bi-partisan audience, explaining why we did not find strong evidence for Lakoff's assertions on moral reasoning in American politics. Another possibility is that the level of Strict Father and Nurturant Parent language used by conservatives and liberals depends on the topic that is addressed. In order for future research to be able to answer these questions, it should examine corpora treating several different political topics. Future research can also focus on discussions by people who are not in politics, and who are thus not restrained by having to appeal to a broad audience, but do identify with either conservatives or liberals.
In our statistical analysis, we took both effect size (i. e. odds ratios) and statistical significance (i. e. p-values) into account. In doing so, we follow the suggestion of Kotrlik and Williams (2003) , who state that reporting on statistical significance alone is not enough, and that to be able to judge the magnitude of the differences present between groups, effect sizes are also necessary. Statistical testing is an issue that is barely addressed by cognitive-linguistic scholars, and most studies seem to focus on p-values only when reporting results. For example, both Wolters (2012) and Cienki (2005) did not report on effect sizes. By reporting on both effect sizes and statistical significance, we show whether a statistically significant outcome is or is not practically meaningful, and whether a practically meaningful outcome did or did not occur by chance (Kotrlik and Williams 2003) .
A last issue that should be addressed is the fact that, in order to be able to compare the two annotation schemes, and to raise their reliability, a number of adjustments were made to the original methods as presented by Moses and Gonzales (2015) , and Wolters (2012) . The methods as used in this study thus slightly differ from the original methods.
To conclude, this study demonstrates that conclusions based on results obtained by using annotation schemes such as discussed in this paper should be taken with caution, because choosing one method over the other can possibly be a large factor in the eventual results. We thus recommend that when testing TMR, the corpus linguistic method is critically evaluated.
